Bidder Name: _\L(LI&LIV Qf’- 1 QNS

TECHNICAL COMPONENT
7A.2 Programmatic Overview ---- 60%

2009 Iowa Plan RFP Bid Evaluation Scoring Tool | ’

‘This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

\’7A.2.2_ Enrollees 65 and Older

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.2

1. Did the bidder describe the experience it has in treating individuals aged 65 and
older? ' o

¢ Did the bidder identify other states in which coverage has been provided?
1f s0, do the referenced examples demonstrate experience that will benefit
efforts to serve Iowans 65 and older? _

o Did the bidder identify challenges and identify strategies for surmounting
any identified challenges? Did the examples demonstrate a thorough
understanding of the population and how to serve it?

—s—Ifthereanyrecommendedadditionstotheprovidernetwerlcaspartofthe-
: P

proposal intended to better serve those aged 6 5 and older, do they appear
appropriate and likely to be effective? ‘ '
o Isthere a proposed transition plan to ensure the continuity of care while
enrolling the population into the lowa Plan, including a communication
plan? Is the communication plan sufficiently detailed and does it
demonstrate an approach that is appropriate and likely to be effective?
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" Bidder Name:

Sub-Section Score {cirele one):

V?A.Z.S.a) Coordination and Integration of Services . e , s
(Sections 4.1, 4A, 4B, and 5A of the REP) . Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for each of the five types of Eligible Persons and Enrollees?

Eligible Persons with: , o 20 { denta

{1) concurrent mental health and substance abuse conditions e D S . et

(2) concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions plus concurrent ¥ . @UELOELTvR A ‘
medical conditions / X -7 & l (Mf\t ‘k
(3) concurrent mental health and/or substance abuse conditions and involved with

the adult correctional system

Enrollees with: . x ?

(4) concurrent mental health needs and mental retardation

Eligibie Persons with: ‘ :

(5) mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions with involvement with the child
welfare/ juvenile justice system) )

,;—.—'-"""K » Wil
e, ot

2. Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective? _ X
3. Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among
other things: : :
* emphasize honoring Eligible Persons’ choice of service provider, 3( . .
e promotethe philosophy that Eligible Persons shottid be able to vemain in their | B )(

homes and_ comnmtnities, and . :
*  demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving
the enrollees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery?

x —Q% lC;J’?.

4. Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respectto | X
coordination and integration of services and how it will be applied in lowa? Is the
experience relevant and likely to be beneficial to Iowa?
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Bidder Name: \J&LUW\ Oﬁ“:" /eng

Vra.24 Rehabilitation, Recovery, and Strength-Based Approach to Services
137
{Sections 4.A.2 and 4.B.2 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction Meets

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder's proposal include a detailed explanafion of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

2. Does the bidder’s proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

3. Does the bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting changé during the
contract period? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder
intends to take during the contract period to affect change?

4. Does the response specifically identify the bidder's approach with respect to:
¢ Contractor interactions with Eligible Persons?
e service system planning and design?
»  provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services? -

5. 1s the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: UQLV\R O{“Ll'*}\

7A.2.5 Person-Centered Care (Section 7A.2.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Mect

7A.2.5.a)

L. Does the bidder's response describe the philosophy of how to best involve Eligible
Porsons in the planning of their care?

2. Does the description include:

*  how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Person and, as appropriate,
family members, participate in treatment planning?

*  descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other contracts?

=

Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

4. Do the cited exam ples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will
benefit lowa?

A’

0( -0 J’(QDC,J&CJ‘

7A.2.5.b)

1. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder's

Persons in the planning of their care?

wpastperformmcewith TeSpect to the T plementation of strategies to involve Eligible |
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Bidder Name: _w_u;g__’-g\&g‘ Oﬁ‘)’ ;‘0(’\ S

7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services
(Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one}:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

V74.2.6.2)

1. is the bidder's proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to
understand what it intends to do?

2. Is the bidder's proposed strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?

\7A.2.6.b)

1. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination?

o

Was the bidder's methedology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid?

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?

4. Does the bidder's proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?

timeline?

6. Did the bidder address the following areas in its plan in a comprehensive and
informed fashion:

*  level Sub-acute Facility services delivery?
* 24 hour mental health stabilization services?
¢ Substance gbuse RECT support/ recovery coaching?

7. Arethe plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and likely to be
: effective to enable the bidder to make all required mental health services available to
the majority of lowa Plan enrollees by the end of the second contract year?

-2—Didthe bidderprovide-arplarrfor adaressing e gaps, with an implementation |
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Bidder Name: __LL(»LK}( C):-“} 20N

7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services
(Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the REP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

\7A.2.6.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health services and
supports will be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and
utilizing appropriately skilled staff?

2. Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be impletmented to guide the

authorization of integrated services and supports? If so, do the parameters appear to
be appropriate?

5. Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past experience providing integrated
mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples demonstrate
working knowledge that will benefit lowa?

%4

=

W X’ N dired

Conna bpgn

7A.2.6.d)

1. Did the bidder describe how it will incorporate evidence-based practice into jts
management and how it will impact the services offered through the Jowa Plan?

X

2. Isthe bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to bo-affeetiver—

7A.2.6.¢)

1. Does the bidder identify any services for which it will not reimburse due to rnoraj or
religious grounds?

*  Ifyes, istherea complete explanation of these services?

(This response should not be scored.
The question is for informational Purposes only)
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Bidder Name: ____0 dJLLQ@L; o Jor

7A.2.7 Organization of Utilization Management Staff (Section 5A.1 of the REP)

Sub-Section Scor

Meets With Distinction Meets

e {circle one):

Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.7.2)

1. Did the bidder describe its organization of the Utilization Management Staff,
inctuding;
*  number of staff?
*  credentials and expertise?
*  the rationale for the mix of expertise?
¢ roles of different types of staff?
*  methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local deiive;)>
systems?

*  methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of

the delivery system?

2. s the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate?

@

4. Are the roles proposed by the bidder for each of the different types of Utilization
Management staff appropriate?

Is it clear that the staff will be knowledgeable of the services available in each region?

¥ 2ot

5. Are there roles or types of staff which should have been included bus were not?

6. Isthe proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service delivery

systems appropriate and likely to be effective?

7. Is the proposed approach to ensure continuity for Eligible Persons making frequent
use of the delivery system appropriate and likely to be effective? :

X 2R R x

X

7A.2.7.5)

1. Did the bidder’s other clients for which it has organized UM staff to maximize

coordination with local service systems confirm the effectiveness of the bidder’s
performance?
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Bidder Name: UGIAA-! Qﬂ ’Z;’On 5

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.a)

1.

Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mental health services
appear to be appropriate?

2. 1f the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate?

7A.2.8.b)

1. Did the bidder describe how UM Guidelines would generally be applied to authorize
or retrospectively review services?

2. Did the bidder address how it would both manage the appropriateness of treatment
duration and also manage potentially high volumes of service requests?

3. Does the approach to outpatient service authorization address management of K
appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective?

T2ty

1.

Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the guidelines for at least some of
the following services and populations;

i substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women?

ii. substance abuse services provided to Enroliees in PMICs?

ii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enrollee chiidren in state mental
heaith institutes?

iv. Bligible Persons with concurrent need for both mental health and substance
abuse treatment?

v.  Assertive Community Treatment (ACT)?

*  If 50, does the bidder appear to have a thorough understanding of what
special issues might arise and of how to address them? Were there any
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?
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Bidder Name:

UC\M QIJZ/'VAS;

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets

Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.d)

1.

Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would
not be required?

I

X

Does the bidder’s description of circumstances under which prospective utilization
review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reasoned approach

to balancing appropriate utilization management with limiting administrative
requirements of providers?

2. Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won't require prior
authorization appear to be appropriate, given both access to care and cost
management objectives?
3. Did the bidder describe a Ql-related circumstance that would lead the bidder to 4/
request state approval for prior authorization?
4. Doos the prior authorization circumstance demonstrate experience and knowledge?
Does the quality improvement circumstance example align with care and cost x ( ¥
management objectives?
J<m ey 5
7A.2.8.e)
1. Did the bidder describe how it would self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and ,(
administrative efficiency of UM authorization processes? —
2. Does the bidder's proposal to self-evaluate the clinicai effectiveness and & X ! e
administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and
meaningful measurement of performance?
' ddrocssd
3. Did the bidder describe circumstances under which it might waive prospective L /A &< ? .2 / b4 74 <)
el L‘
‘ . : i ~74 0N
review requirements for certain providers? A o
4.




Bidder Name: UGZ AAR [_%n‘#l On,

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the REP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.5)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would operationalize the state’s concepts of x
“psychosocial necessity” and “service need”?

2. Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical
necessity” under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ?

3. Does the bidder's approach for operationalizing the state’s concept of "osychosocial
necessity” in the authorization process for mental health services align with the
state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the REP?

2. Did the bidder’s distinction between “medical necessity” and the concepts of

“psychosocial necessity” and “service need convey a good understanding of how the
approaches differ?

(S &5 o8 =~

7A.28.8)

1. Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for the
administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the

—authotizatiorrandreimburseinentforservices that o tot Fall withinthecontiactors ™ [
UM guidelines)?

2. Does the process the bidder proposes for implementing the administrative
authorization of services appear to be appropriate?

3. Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would allow for
authorization for services provided during all the months of enrollment even if
Medicaid eligibility is determined after the initiation of services?

4. Does it appear that this process treats providers fairly and will be effective?
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Bidder Name: \)OL‘M O'A.j_l’l’ﬁ('\ s

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines {Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.h)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to

certain Jowa Plan Enrollees, and the relationship of those activities to Targeted Case
Management?

Do the bidder’s examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of
berefit to lowa?

2. Does the bidder’s process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear b<
appropriate and likely to be effective?
3. s the bidder's proposed relationship of Intensive Clinical Management and Targeted
Case Management appropriate and likely to be effective?
7A.2.8.)
. Did the bidder describe how it would provide 24 hour crisis Management?  semme——r—CiA CaM C—VMEV\ "'*‘3(4
2. s the bidder's proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management x ﬂ‘ m
seflective of the current state of that service in lowa, appropriate, and likely to be &( - &Y
"5, Did the bidder provide examples of how that service has been providéd in other
states?
4.
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Bidder Name: Value Option

7A.2.8 Utilization Managémen’r Guidelines {Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Strengths and Wealknesses of the Response Submission

7A.2.8.a)

2. If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate?

Whenever 5A is referenced, utilization management guidelines identified are
{Massachusetts) MBUP and not ASAM focused.

i
| Weakness: Always reference Massachusetts not Jowa.

Referenced ASAM but not how providers will use it and monitor.

No “guidelines” ~ just reference ASAM at end of each covered service; assumes
i provider has an understanding of ASAM. Doesn’t state what is required of
! authorizations,

; Strength: Retro Reviews - ok ~ monitor ASAM (in section 6 rather than TAZ8A)

| Then ID criteria for continued stay, but minimal compared to ASAM. Provided
examples of Massachusetts and Jowa instructed to see ASAM criteria.

3 .




Bidder Name: ___Q_(,JAI}&%‘]‘J'D’) g

7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning
(Sections 1.9, 4B.2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP) Meets With Distinction Meets

/—‘_—.‘._
7A.2.9.a) A e _ [y
1. Did the LQ K

bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would
make available to Eligible Persons, including:

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Partially Meets Fails to Meet

*  how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with expertise in %—-—-—' A
providing mental health and substance abuse services to children? a

*  how the 24-hour crisis and referral service would interface with the eImergency x
crisis service system?

.} - ,{.
SN PN N S
} i '&(
2. Does it appear that the bidder's 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes {,{{ 3} OQ‘ASV 4\
appropriately trained staff? rs ~ (\&A@‘J\&VS

3. Does it appear that the bidder's 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide H

sufficient access to clinicians with child mental health and substance abuse expertise?
T e@eoidvs VO

2. Does the bidder's response depict a process that would ensure that the 24-hour crisis

and referral service appropriately and effectively interfaces with the gmergency crisis

service system? __ R ”_ A o %“’«foj/')

N74.2.9.b)

1 1. Did the bidder describe a process for identifying those Eligible Persons who have
demonstrated the need for a high level of services or who are at risk of high
utilization of services?

2. Does the bidder's process for identifying those Eligible Persons appear {o capture all X
of these in need of individual service coordination and treatment planning in a
timely and efficient manner?

Did the bidder describe how it would initiate ongoing treatment planning and K
coordination with the lowa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for
planning the Eligible Person’s treatment?

4. Does the bidder’s process for initiating ongoing treatment planning and coordination \‘/
appear to be appropriate and likely to be effective?

\3-)-(.\_,\2‘1,3‘ Weahng o0
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Bidder Name: UQAM&_ @}p%’ (N S

V7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning

(Sections 1.9, 4B2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Eails to Meet

7A.2.9.¢)

1.

Did the bidder describe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction
with officers of the courts to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with
substance abuse criteria and therefore is reimbursable through the lowa Plan?

Y (VAR BYBL KR,

‘s 8“'{ M emp e

Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder's

past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network
providers and primary care physicians?

2. Does the bidder’s proposed program appear appropriate and likely to succeed? K
V7A.2.9.d)
1. Did the bidder describe a process for actively promoting and ensuring coordination b\
by lowa Plan network providers with Enrollees’ primary care physicians?
2. Is the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and M
likely to be effective?
_ . m\3 Jape bay
3. Did the bidder describe how it would assess network provider compliance with the
care coordination requirements? R HP
3
S A5
s e PO esEdPToTess for SRSUTINg COMpPIance; TReHisIve of any measurement apd | >< o f AN b i
reporting activities, appropriate and likely to be effective? M
i t,Of\JU’ N>
5. Did the bidder provide results of monitoring efforts conducted for other clients to
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively? )\
6. Do the bidder's examples of menitoring efforts dacument an effective process? K
7.
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Bidder Name: \}Cv[/\)\s\ 0.@‘},"' o

7A.2.10 Children in Transition (Section 5A.6.1 of the REP)

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.10.2)

1. Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience
transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital

and PMIC-like entities?

2. Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge

placement from such settings?

=

would be of benefit to lowa?

Does the bidder’s described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that

X

N
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Bidder Name: {/Q/U@ Q/D\Z[/’JOS

7A.2.11 Appeal Process (Section 5B.2 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.211.a)
1. Did the bidder describe a pracess and provide an accompanying flowchart for the
review of Enrollee appeals?
2. Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each
review phase, up to notification? 7\
3.

s the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.2 of
the REP, including the following and other requirements:

provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested?

100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. All non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of the

receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt of
the appeal?

provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements

[l W n W]
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Bidder Name: \) o O{*tco N

74.2.32 Grievance and Complaint Process (Sections 5B.1, 5B.3 and 5B.4 of the R¥P)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.12.3)

1. Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Enrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complaints?

2. Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.3 of
the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

*  Enrollees or their designees may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in writing; complaints from DFPH-eligible participants
regarding treatment programs will be directed to DPH?

*  provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a the grievance?

*  rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review?

*  95% of all complaints and grievances shall be resolved within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 100% shall be resolved within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation?

™
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Bidder Name:

e i 3 A 5

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.a)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate

and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of lowa Plan Eligible
Persons?

2. Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access
appear appropriate and likely to be effectjve?

3. Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity within the
Bidder's network, and steps it would take to increase capacity?

4. Are the identified potential issues reflective of the current lowa service system?
5. Arethe proposed steps to increase capacity appropriate and likely to be effective?

6. Did the bidder provide examples from current contracts of how it has ensured
network adequacy in states with a shortage of psychiatrists or other specific
behavioral heaith professionals?

K
X
S
x

ﬁ\

7 Dethebidders EXAMPIes fron other states demonstrate experience and knowledge X
that would be of benefit to fowa?
7A.2.13.b}
1. Did the bidder describe proposed strategies to bring services to underserved
communities, including, but not limited to, for:
¢ the use of telehealth and distance treatment options? '
*  provision of child psychiatric consultation services to primary care clinicians? b<
2,

Do the bidder's proposed strategies o bring services to underserved communities
appear likely to result in improved access?

X
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Bidder Name: ‘../ n/lw O(ro') LS

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the REP}

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience under other contracts to ensure delivery of

services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
found to be inadequate?

2. Did the bidder’s description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists
demonsirate effectiveness?

3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

past performance with respect to addressing initial network inadequacy for
underserved communities?

V8

\7A2.13.d)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral
health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of:

+  psychiatric rehabilitation services?

T HeRTAl Fioalth self-Felp and peer‘;upportgroups? T T T

*  peer education services?

2. Does the bidder's description document its experience and success promoting the
development of these three services and making them available to enrollees?

3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing

psychiatric rehabilitation services, mental health self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?

\§ i@’b/e i‘h
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Bidder Name: \\/ C/\JA/\Q. Ocv}‘ 7 ON

Sub-Section Score {circle one):
7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network {Section 3C.1 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.13.e)
1. Did the bidder describe its experience with contracts that include SAPT Block Grant X
funding?
2. Does the bidder's description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be b(
of benefit to lowa?

3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an
SAPT Block Grant?

—
7A.2.13.0)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience contracting with networks of comparable or X - ﬂ mu/ﬁi)q b.mg {4

greater size than those of the fowa Plan within the timeframe afforded by this
procurement?

[
2. Does the bidder's description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be & X
of benefit to lowa?

2

Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to timely network contracting?

Shenghh
Sheocths ecknasnay
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Bidder Name: Uaéu,e QP?[/’()OS

7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFEP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.)

L.

Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
nelwaork providers of all covered service, including the Bidder’s proposed

methodelogy for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement?

%

2. Does the content of provider profile reports for providers of child inpatient mental S
health services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers of
Levellll substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical elements
of the performance of each of those providers? Q, iﬁ Z
3. Do the reports contain indicators for performance which address cfinical quality,
utilization management, linkage with primary care physicians, and enrollee _ 3»3(1
sabisfaction, at a minimum? K ‘/\ J Q}}QM ‘\‘ﬂk
acto 1y Gon
4. Are the sample report content descripti issi i i b @Q@M
. 5¢  report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider Y - "H
performance one would expect to sée in the report? S ey
5. s the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder frequent enough to ensure | NA_ E){ - “e; l, Qmm
thatatproviderandservice types will be profiled and Will Tecéivé reports at least A pY
quarterly? 'fk‘ < ‘0 ~
< P.
6. Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider % A 0{9—]& (
following the distribution of each profile report? >< e n/l} %\é oy C(ﬂo/
7. Does the bidder's proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in % )( et Qﬁ% W «)’\ w
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective? ' é{ / _}, )f""\ ( e ?CQ
8. Does the bidder's proposed approach include interactive communication between X
bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared? W‘ ,J,in %
9. Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress on its Y - 0"‘(‘5 @ o W\ Cf’) ?i))
implementation of strategies to attain improvement goals? w;{@d{' e
108. Did the bidder adequate] y describe its process for identifying areas of improvernent vy

with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provider
performance falls below acceptable or benchmark levels?

ﬁ’ﬂd‘%@@\ﬂ‘,f 245 15

T o?»'s:,afa‘fﬂd
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Bidder Name: O(/I/\AQ Dp‘)"l G

Sub-Section Score {circle one);
7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.14.3) {continued)
. | | - o,
L1, Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provider performance - -
on improvement goals, incly ding face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified & curys U/Lhk%
bidder staff? Daes it appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

03, Meno gernuih
(cn?(})

12, Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to

improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

continued excellence or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share “best practice” methods or Programs with providers of
similar programs in its network?

14. Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate

continued unacceptable performance or performance that does not improve over
time?

13. Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate K

15. Does the proposed use of rewards and penalties appear appropriate and ] Ty

for network providers?

16, Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by
other network providers? K

— w%/"»f\uo #
Repnts Srnn €41 may, MosT Q Natighive e, on Volie Sl

\1@/5 Sonales ive Leocrdjve s i oy

w .
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Bidder Name: U PALU\JZ Oﬁl_ﬁm

7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.b)

1.

Did the bidder provide a description of how network management activities

petformed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C5?

)\

1. The bidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ISMART data submitted by

2.

the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

Is the proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?

Sterdh
Qe@&ks e clebn in Jodp

A Q\AAJ\”\Q{‘}W

ONL c-:gf‘\'l/ey% tned 65 UO\S'fO‘/% U/C’IC}L);M

CMJ}/)TQ |
Y’ fmmdeUe Aits] ;. ?ﬁ‘l.)égg
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2. Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated K
comparable network management activities for state clients?

7A2.14.0)

1. Did the bidder provide copies of provider profiles employed for two clients? K

2. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’s ex perience and capacity to generate the type K
of provider profiles required by this RFP?

3. Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from the %
provider profiles?

% _Is the bidder's demonstration of improvement resulting from the useof provider | |

| rpretiles eredibieTand significant? K
7A.2.14.d) ’



Bidder Name:

¥/ (%J/\ 2 { ){(‘372 LONS

\/7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program
{Section 5D RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets

Partially Meets Fails to Meet

4.

1.

7A.2.15.3)

Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organization-
wide initiatives to improve the health status of covered populations?

Does the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of
populations?

Did the bidder provide quantified, statistically significant evidence of improved:

mental health quality ~ process measures

substance abuse quality - process measures

mental health quality ~ functional or clinical outcome measures
substance abuse quality - functional or clinical outcome measures
mental health guality ~ consumer-reported outcome measures
substance abuse quality - consumer-reported outcome measures

» & & & =5 @

Dld the b1dcier 5 references confirm the bidder’s effectxveness generatmg sta’nstlcally

K

7A215b) ~ (ﬂ, SU e W hans ho\fff};\JQ, S%'w‘!;q

1.

Did the bidder describe its experience implementing instruments in publicly funded
managed care programs that assess changes in functional status and/ or recovery?

DDid the bidder’s description specify tools, populations, sample sizes, findings, and
how the bidder acted upon it findings?

Does the bidder's demonstrated experience indicate its capacity to implement such
instraments in fowa, and to make good use of the findings?
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Bidder Name: U(/é’/j‘ 0&/‘7/@ 1

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
\7a.215 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program

(Section 51 REFP) Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.15.c)
1. Does the bidder describe an array of different methods by which consumers and (‘a/bm.b/\ wef v~ [ (/) 0 A

family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality e W —\Fen S '["}’\ %

Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible techniques that the \(

bidder might have cited include: B(

¢ adding consumers and family members fo bidder-sponsored quality
improvement teams;

*  using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the identification and
design of possible improvernent projects, and

+  using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/ or

feedback.

2. Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role : M M
: bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement program based on b( -

the bidder’s response?
7A.2,15.d)
1. Did the bidder describe how it would use pharmacy data to improve quality, . ~ b ‘ £ YN ) _

TR T T e e e \X T SRR AU 7
— ek 2™ <
+ identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines for W WS 5

schizophrenia and major depression, and

»  identify those Enroliees whose utilization of controlled substances warrants
intervention either because of multiple prescribers, excessive quantities or
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Bnrollee.

Does the bidder’s description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of
pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?

Frength s ook gty
W tskblsled cltor | Gy o
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Bidder Name: UG/LUVL ()"/57[;4)‘”7\5

\7a.215 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program
(Section 512 RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality
improvement in public managed behavioral heaith programs like the fowa Plan?

2. Does the bidder's description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement
indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral kealth programs?

3. Are the opportunities consistent with what the Evaluator might identify as high
priority opportunities?

4.  Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improved
function and well being for enrollees?

5, Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in lowa?

6. Are the proposed approaches appropriate and likely to be effective?

7A.2.15.£)

1. Did the bidder describe experience adapting policy or procedures based on input
from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups?

2. Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable
beneficial impact on its members?

3. Do the bidder’s references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate
input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact
on members?

S &M@U’\ Y

:[;zﬂd c,fS_Z} A S 'Q'Q'QMP\/J/ y &Wﬁﬂm—\
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Jshae ﬁpﬁms

Bidder Name:

\rA2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program
(Section 5D RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.8)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct refrospective

monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
5012

2. Does the description include:
s The source of the evaluation tool with which the bidder would assess the
appropriateness of clinical services delivered?
e  What actions the bidder would propose to take with a provider who it has
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines appropriately,
both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding?

3. Does the proposed process appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

X

R -

¥~ %cﬂ i nﬂm&o
K

Xc'é‘% asoulce Wd KN

7A.2.15.8)

1. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder developed for a
publicly funded client?

AN

2. Doesthe QA plandepzct é.'éomprehensive, wéﬁmmc‘i.és'igned approach to c;ualit;m” N

assurance and performance improvement?

< tamg th |
@1‘4’ G[@\r\ &\/{(3‘“’1\«/)06&[\

E@e + &‘kof fM,Onf]'U\Gf“)&

26



Bidder Name: V QW O‘/\) %/ © S

7A.2.16 Prevention and Early Intervention (Section 4A.4.2 of the RFF)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets

Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and
utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

2. s the strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?

3. Did the bidder describe its experience in implementing such strategies under other
coniracis? :

4. If so, do the other programs appear to be well conceived?

5. Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes
improvements in access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

6. Do the bidder’s references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented strategies
to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention services and that
this work has had 2 measurable impact on members?

s X

X

X

X

Seeen Q{}«S
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Bidder Name: ValueOptions of fowa, LLC., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

7A.2.17.)

1 1. Yes

1. Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidderwould | 2. Yes

implement for the lowa Plan? 3. Yes
2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to Strength:

gather required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on _

hardware capabilities? s Manages 25 Medicaid/public assistance programs covering more

than 4.5 million lives in 12 states. Many programs serve areas

3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the with more than 100,000 residents. Operate state, municipal and

RFP?
Section 6.4
At a minimum, receives, processes and reports data to and from the foliowmg
management information sysfems:

» IDPH lowa Service Management and Report Tool (I-SMART);

o DHE Madicald Managementinformation Systom (MMIS),

county contracts in large urban areas, as well as in rural and
frontier areas.

«-Maximizetheyse of state and federal dollars through @:@
Funding(sm) fifancial model. Braided Funding{sm) helpsstales

doliars and other funds, improves coordinaﬁo‘n

DHS Title X1X eligibility system; and
MHI (mental health institute) information system.,

/

The managerment information system implemented by the Contractor shall conform
lo the following general systerm requirements!

On-Line Access
On-line access to all major files and data elementis within the MIS.
Timely Processing

Daily fife updates: member, provider, prior atthotization, and claims
lo be processed.

Weekly file updates: reference files, claim payments.

.—\

. * & @

Edits, Audits, and Error Tracking _
1. Comprehensive automated edits and audifs to ensure that data are valid
and that contract requirements are met.
2. System should track errors by type and frequency it should also be able fo

gw‘*{

scarce taxpayer doltars in the most efficient manner possible.

- CONNECTIONS‘; a suite of fully integrated and customizable
p!;eat:en&de&g?ed to support innovative behavioral
sealthcare programs. The CONNECTIONS platform represents
over 20 years of behavioral health experience and associated
best practices in supporting public sector behavioral healthcare
programs.

(Ca"

Claims processing capabilities in ClaimsConnect is augmented
by the integrated eligibility/enroliment, provider, electronic claims
submission, inquiry tracking, data warehouse, and interactive
voice response subsystems.

FileConnect will transfer files to and from the State's MMIS and
the Mental Health institution MH! systems.




Bidder Name: ValueOptions of Towa, LLC., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

maintain adequate audit trails to allow for the reconstruction of processing

events.
. + The claim and encounter extract process will suspend the

System Controls and Balancing submission of a claim or encounter if the related provider record

Adequate system of controls and balancing to ensure that all data input can be has not been successfully extracted for submission to the MMIS,

accounted for and that all outputs can be validated. The MMIS provider extract response file is evaluated for rejected

. provider records, and each denied record is analyzed for

Back-up of Processing and Transaction Files correction within one week.

1. 24-hour back-up: eligibility verification, enroliment/eligibility update process, ®

Reviewed the -SMART program as well as the reporis published
and distributed to the providers. Will be able to at least meet this
requirement. Direct experience in providing report cards to
providers via the web and would utilize our experience to bolster
the current process.

prior authorization processing,
2. 72-hour back-up: claims processing, and
3. 2-week back-up: all other processes

¢ Application resides on an IBM iSeries (AS/400) i5 570 application
3 server running IBM's VBR4 OS/400 operating system.
-

Majority of the managed care functions for the State of lowa will
be performed by our lowa-based staff in Des Moines, as well as
the three satellite offices located in lowa.

Weakness:

¢ Ad hoc reports requested by clients, which are based on-our
current data structures are usually developed and delivered to
client within 10 days from the date that the specifications have
been outlined. (Could turnaround time be improved?)




Bidder Name: ValueOptions of Iowa, LLC., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

7A.2.1'7.b)

1. Yes
1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow 2. Yes

reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the
Enroliee’s Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enrollment effective date were determined | Strength:

subsequent to the Eligible Person’s month of application? \ . .
\\f * To address retroactive eligibility and ongoing service request
2. Do the bidder’s proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered, needs, propose the use of our Enrollee registration process
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and lowa Plan available to providers through ProviderConnect.
enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application , . . . ,
appear appropriate and likely to be effective? ' « if the Enrollee is being seen on an urgent basis, the provider will

contact the Clintcal Customer Service unit, which will create a
“temporary” Enrollee record, and services will be authotized.

s Forthe lowa Plan, will ensure that the MMIS eligibility and FACS
data is loaded promptly based on the agreed-upon frequency

T T maparopriately,
\\ \! * To ensure duplicate registrations are not entered into the system,

as the provider creates the registration, system will validate no
other record for person already exists within CONNECTIONS
platform.

Weakness:
N/A




Bidder Name: ValueOptions of lowa, LL.C., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

TA217.0

1. Yes
1. Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of
reimbursement when: : . Strength;
i servicesare being provided te a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose ¢« Toassure comp]iance with this requirement, will work with DPH

Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episode, became a IDPH participant?

ii. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee?

to do a comparison of Enrollees included in the DPH client count
with the Medicaid enroliment file of the same month. As long as
the F-SMART number is retained in the file provided by DPH to
VYOI, the VOI reporting analysts will be able fo identify potential
errors in allocation by matching part of the |-Smart number and
segments of Medicaid Enrollees’ social security numbers.

» Based on policies established by DPH and DHS, DPH will be-
~ considered the “payor of last resort.” Therefore, VOI will ensure
that all substance abuse programs comply with guidelines.

5

Weakness:
N/A




Bidder Name: UC.//IM ()U{Q"/‘J/M

7A.2.17 Management Information System (Section 6.4 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.17.a)
¢

1. Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would \

implement for the lowa Plan?
2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to gather ‘b<

required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on hardware

capabilities?
3. Does the bidder's response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the RFP? X
7A.2.17.b)
1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow X

reimibursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Enrollee’s

Medicaid eligibility and lowa Plan enroilment effective date were determined subsequent

to the Eligible Person’s month of application?
2. Do the bidder’s proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered, . H g

. ; . .  orihil i £ e

required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and lowa Plan __ x//‘__«:_@__ Q) LRI

—enroliment effoctive dates-were-determined: SUBSEqUent to their month of application |

appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
S Ay

uf qu)M S—ﬂ"b@b dag?

7A.217.c)

1. Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of
reimbursement when;

i services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episode, became a IDPH participant/

ii.  services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enroilee/

2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been &ble to provide
4 management information system that meets the business needs of other publicly funded

programs that are comparable to the Iowa Plan?
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Bidder Name: U AL\M O{J'{ LS

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the REP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.18.a)

1. Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of ali funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at al} times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1) an Insolvency Protection Account hat must contain at all times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;

2} aSurplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and a half times the Contractor’s
average monthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

=
S
3) Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least >(
three months’ operating expenses.
L

~

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capital required?

3. Do the bidder's proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

4. Does the bidder's source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable? .. W= Q%;@,G Al ks S —
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Bidder Name: [/GZ%Q Q/‘V[ Jﬂdﬂs

7A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in jeopardy the

bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.18.b)
1. Dis the bidder demonstrate that its organization is financially sound? X
2. Do the bidder’s financial statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims? %
3. If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and 0\) ) A
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be successfu]?
4. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited I><
financial statements of the bidder's organization as well as the most recent two years of
financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
5. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3) years of independently certified audited K
financial staternents of its organization as weil as the most recent two years of financial
statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
6. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant ﬂ\) D A
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regarding g
financial stability, legal liability or corporate interests?
7A.218.c)
1. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had on \(
the Bidder's financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any implications for
the Bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFP?
2.
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Bidder Name: ValueOptions of Iowa, LLC., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

7A.2.19.a)

1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

2. Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

Timeframes are calculated from the day the claim is received by the Contractor until the date

of the posimark (or electronic record for elecironic remitiance) which returns gither the
payment or denial to the providet:

Section 6.7:

» for at least 85% of claims submifted, payment shall be mailed or claims shall be
denied within 12 days of the date the claim is received by the Coniractor;

= forat least 90% of claims submitted, payment shall be malled or claims shall be
denied within 30 days of the date the claim is received by the Contractor, and

1. Yes

2. Explain multiple check run
3. Yes

Strength:

Capable of achieving an auto-adjudication rate between 80 and
85 percent for public sector accounts.

" ValueOptions Braided Funding{sm)} logic within ClaimsConnect

uses client-defined hierarchy rules to determine the funding
source applicable for authorization and claims processing.
Therefore, the highest priority funding strearm, as defined by the
client, is used to process the claim where the service is covered,

the consumer is eligible or registered, and the provider of service
is contracted. o

e for 100% of claims submitted_payment shall be malled nrolaims shallhe denled___ |

within 80 days of the date the claim is received by the Contractor.

3. Does the process the bidder would implemént to ensure the bidder's compliance with

the required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be
effective?

Weakness:

in order to accommodate the lowa Plan claims processing timelines

| outlined in Section 6.7, may need to have multiple check runs within a

given week fo accommodate the turnaround time as defined in the RFP:

. for at least 85 percent of claims submitted, payment shall be
mailed or claims shall be denied within 14 davs of the date the

claim is received by the Coniractor;

for at least 90 percent of claims submitted, payment shall be
mailed or claims shall be denied within 30 days of the date the
claim is received by the Contractor

for 100 percent of claims submitted, payment shall be mailed or
claims shall be denied within 90 days of the date the claim is
received by the Contractor. (Describe timeframe issue?)




Bidder Name: ValueOptions of Iowa, LLC., wholly owned by ValueOptions, Inc. of Norfolk, Virginia

7A.2.19.b)

1. Did the bidder describe the process of implementing contracts it would implement
to ensure compliance with the accuracy and timely payment of claims?

1. Yes

Strength:

» Based on performance during contract example described, the
contract was re-awarded in July 2000 with an effective start date
of October 1, 2000 for a contract period of 5 years with 5 one-
year exiensions, .

e 14 counties have just extended contracts described in example,
and the customer and provider satisfaction with claims payment
greatly contributed to the successful dstermination.

¢ Prompt and accurate claims payment was one of many
successful components of the implementation described in
example. Consumers, providers, and other community
stakeholders responded favorably.

Weakness:

N/A




Bidder Name- lv/(”ﬁ‘/l/v ({JZZM»—; s

e

7A.2.18 Claims Payment by the Contractor {Section 6.7 of the REP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.19.a)

1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

)

ts the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

3. Does the pracess the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

.
s 2 )2 (13

< R

7A.2.19.b)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing contracts in which the claims

payment process supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day

of operations?

2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to

successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day of
comparable contracts? :

O e fiy, Legod )
v + Loef 1 Gl
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.20 Fraud and Abuse (Section 6.8 of the REP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partiaily Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.20.2)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it will comply with the Departments’ Fraud and Abuse
requirements?

Did the bidder provide examples of how its internal controls success{ully work to
prevent Fraud and Abuse?

Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section
687 -

Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

o

hae

o}

Vd o athiva gm powm ?muo(f e @6Wq,q (‘w;_;
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Bidder Name: U C/(Nbe ﬁ({ﬂéf o7 S

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience --- 15%

This section of the bid, excludi
Does it exceed? Y/N?

ng those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 15 pages.

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience {Section 6.8 of the RFP)

Sub-Gection Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets - Fails to Meet
7A.3.a)
1. Did the bidder provide the following information on all current publicly funded
managed behavioral health care contracts?
i contract size: average monthly covered lives and annyal revenues; G,
it.

iii.

contract start date and duration;

gencral description of covered population and services (e.g., Medicaid
AFDC + 881, state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.);

the company or agency name and address, and

acontact person and telephone number?

Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are

comparable in size and scope to the lowa Plan?

x X

X

‘Did the bidder include letters of support or endorsement from any individual,

organization, agency, interest group or other entity despite the prohibition in the REP
from doing so?

™ O

Nobird deule,

MNen Ve o)
e yie M#é’oﬁ'
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Bidder Name: Uﬁ/(l/\/w Dp‘!; (L)

7A.3.1 Organizational Information

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction,

staff, including CEO, COO, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM Director
and MIS Director or equivalent functional personnel?

*  the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned executive management staff?

* if the bidder is a wholly or partly owned subsidiary or partnership, a description
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s} and any other related
organizations?

*  anorganizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to
which it is a subsidiary or partner?

*  if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizational
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries?

*  anorganizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in relation to the bidder?

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.3.1.a)
1. Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFP)?
+  lists and organizational charts showing any and all owners, voting and non- K
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management

—Z—ﬂ&aﬂ%ke—y—pes#:{‘m—meanﬁ T

3. Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified?

| 4. Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of

interest if the bidder were awarded the contract?

3. If the bidder is a su bsidiary or partnership, are the parent corporations or partners

engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provide long
term support to, the bidder?

6. If the organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?

S{fm«ilu"ﬁ:

WekeoAded
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Bidder Name: [/) zﬂ/&u Q,{o llb/fcj/} Ny

7A.3.2 Disclosure of Financial or Related Party Interest

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.2.a)

1. Does the bidder disciose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder(s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest?

N[

7A.3.2.b)

1. Does the bidder {and if the bid involves a partnership or another type of joint

venture, any of the bidders) share a financial or related party interest in any provider
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it proposes to
preventany preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or

related party interest?

2. Ifthe response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent

preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

3. Isitlikely that the bidder's mechanism will prevent the following situations which
might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain {from RFP Section 5C.3).

Ng:

o A

—earehangeof the diSTBUHoN of Teferrals of Teimbursement among providers
within a level of care?

*  referral by the Contractor to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

*  preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with

whom the Contractor shares an organizational relationship?
*  different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network

management strategies for those providers with whom the Condractor shares an

organizational relationship?

e distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

*  substantiated complaints by enrollees of limitations on their access {0
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?

35



Bidder Name: “UG/{/V\X UCE‘/\J’ 0 S

-

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets

Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.a)

1. As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disciose all relevant information in
response to the following RFP questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable information (as required by the RFP)?

*  During the last five years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a contract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-allocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all obligations under the initial
contract provisions? 1If so, provide fuli details related to the termination.

*  During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or failure to perform on a contract? If 0, provide full
details related to the default including the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.,

*  During the last five years, describe any damages, penatties, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value traded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFP and the

resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder.

No

G - )U@er,&

Ot

(/@ | [~

N

7A2

Ly
Reye
bh T

!

*  During the last five vears, list and summarize-pendingoriyestenog =

T itigation, administrative oy regulatory proceedings, or similar matters that
could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this RFP.

*  During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered in any of
the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? It so, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances.

*  The bidder shall also state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
partners, staff providing services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of ary subcontractor who may be involved with
providing the services contemplated in this RFP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.
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Bidder Name: UGKM @(ub“pﬁm

-

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.a) {continued)

2. If the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted on a
contract or had a contract terminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it rajse
concerns regarding the bidder’s qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was taken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the bidder’s
qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

4. 1f the bidder's current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for all components of the
merged entities (as required)?




Bidder Name: V IA()/\M 0(371.;’70&?

/A4 Project Organization and Staffing - 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

7A.4.1 Organizational Chart

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates:
a)  the bidder’s corporate structure?

b} the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the lowa Plan would have

with other parts of the bidder's corporate structure?

2. Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the lowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder's corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to

be effective? Does it appear that the lowa Plan-assigned staff will receive sufficient
corporate attention and support?

b
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Bidder Name: U&/l/vu ﬂf’!‘;m{) =

7A.4.2 Chart or Other Presentation

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?
a) every position which would be working on the lowa Plan? 1%

b) the name and qualifications of the proposed lowa-based individual who
would have management responsibility for lowa Plan operations?

¢} the reporting relationships between those positions?

d)  the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?

€) the office locations of cach individual?

2. Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the lowa Plan appear to be
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

3. Are adequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

4. Is the staffing distributed a ppropriately given the allowable distribution of
administrative cosis to each funding stream (Le., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5%

£ K

or less)?
5. Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropriately he
""""""""" “Tqualified and Yeporting at an appropriately senior level of the organization?
S4r U\S))C)” 3 We ﬂ‘&
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Bidder Name: \) (‘nﬂ’b@ 051/1 Dﬂk

7A.4.3 Chart or Other Presentation

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) the subcontractors (excluding network providers) who would be working
o the lowa Plan?

b) the responsibilities of those subcontractors?

¢) special skills of those subcontractors?

d) the location of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide
their subcontracted services?

If there is more than one subcontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder’s successful operation of the program?

w

Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted?

N
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Bidder Name: Ué"bu-’i/ 0}5%9 N

7A.4.4 Financial Information

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Did the Bidder provide the following information:
*  audited financial statements from independent auditors for the last three
years. If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it provide a
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were acceptable to the Departments?

a minimum of three written financial references including contract
information?

2. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable pariner to the state?

3. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder's qualifications to serve as the Iowa Plan contractor?

4. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its
financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
practices and financial status alone, to serve as the lowa Plan contractor?

X
~NO

]
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Bidder Name: UGA/VLQ 0{311 Sy 3

/A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excludi

ng those portions not to be counted as indicated in the
REP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the Medicaid capitation payment LG TP /o
allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the REP-specified
maximum of 13.5%7?

2. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated 1o the ¥-e3G6/
IDFPH Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified maximum of 3.5%7 ‘ <

3. Doaes the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on: ‘ A
*  services that would benefit eligible persons?
*  services that the bidder has identified in response t&7A.2.6.b), 7A.2.13.g, or *
other questions within Section 7 of the RFP? (this grestion is to assess internal
cousistency within the bidder’s response)
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Bidder Name: \f C“hluﬂ D v‘m\

¥

7A.6 Required Certifications

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Duoes the bidder include all the required cextifications? (Y/N)
*  RFEP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee
¢ Release of Information

* Mandatory Requirements and Reasons for Disqualification

¥
&,\

<
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